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S.G. Stymies Senate
Mr. Chairman, members of the 
University Senate, it is with 
deepest regret that I inform you 
of the resignation of Mr. Robert 
Remillard, Student Government 
Representative to the University 
Senate of Sacred Heart 
University. Mr. Remillard has 
informed me that due to very 
pressing problems in his personal 
life, he is forced to resign his 
positions in both the Sacret Heart 
Senate and the Sacred Heart 
Univeristy Student Government. 
We in the Sacred Heart 
University Student Government 
will deeply miss his active 
participation and greatly ap­
preciate his efforts on behalf of 
the student body of Sacred Heart 
University.
It is with profound reluctance 
that I now inform you that the 
Student Governors of Sacred 
Heart University have decided 
that the absence created by the 
resignation of Mr. Remillard will 
no longer be filled by the Student 
Government. We would like to 
make clear that this decision was 
in no way the reason for Mr. 
Remillard’s resignation. As 
previously state, Mr. Remillard’s 
resignation is due solely to per- 
sonal commitments. limWisver, 
this decision is being taken with 
the full knowledge of Mr. 
Remillard and his full approval.
We feel that an explanation is 
necessary at this point. The 
Student Government of Sacred 
Heart University has par­
ticipated in the actions of the 
University Senate since its in­
ception through the loyal par­
ticipation of its Senate 
representatives for the entire 
period of the University Senate’s 
existence. Our representatives 
have faithfully attempted to work 
for the betterment of the 
University Senate and the 
university community at large as 
a representative of the Student 
Government. Our represen­
tatives have, at all times, worked 
diligently to fairly represent the 
feelings and desires of the 
Student Government of Sacred 
Heart University as the duely 
elected representative body of 
the Sacred Heart University 
Student Body. Unfortunately at 
this time, an examination of the 
actions of the University Senate 
throughout its entire history 
brings the Student Government 
to the reluctant conclusion that 
our representatives have par­
ticipated in the actions of a body 
that has been either incapable or 
unwilling to act in the best in­
terests of the student body. In 
point of fact, though the 
University Senate is a legally 
elected body it is not a legally 
elected governing body. Thus, 
citing the following evidence, the 
Sacred Heart University Student 
Government acting as agent for 
the Student Body of Sacred Heart 
University, hereby formally 
revokes its acknowledgement of 
the Sacred Heart University 
Senate as the governing legislative 
body of Sacred Heart University 
until such time as the University 
Senate restructures itself in a 
manner that is in fact 
representative of the University
community and is in action, able 
and willing to act upon the 
pressing problems that now face 
the university. I respectfully 
refer you to the Report of the Ad 
Hoc Committee for Restruc­
turing Sacred Heart University, 
dated December 5, 1969.
From this report all later 
versions of the University Senate 
constitution have been drawn. 
The original report from the Ad 
Hoc Committee reads in part, as 
follows:
“Page I, Section I, Para. B.: 
The Board of Trustees recognizes 
the authority of a university 
Senate made up of ad­
ministrators, faculty members, 
and students to enact legislation 
whereby the University is 
governed in academic matters, 
faculty status, student affairs”
The Ad Hoc Committee at the 
request of the Board of Trustees 
as stated in the memorandum 
from Mr. William B. Kennedy, 
dated December 3, 1969 changed 
the above paragraph to read as 
follows:
“Page I, Section I, ParaB. The 
Board of Trustees recognized the 
competence of a University 
Senate made UP— til.
ministfatorer faculty 
and students to enact legislation 
whereby the University is 
governed in academic matters, 
faculty status, students affairs” 
This amendment, we submit, 
has the effect of destroying the 
supposed power that the
University Senate has been ac­
ting with. In point of fact, the 
University Senate has no 
governing power and any 
thoughts to the contrary are 
nothing more than illusions.
Page I, Section I, Para. E. of 
the original report reads as 
follows.
“All requested in the same 
memorandum, previously cited 
the Ad Hoc Committee sub­
stituted the word “action” for the 
word “approval” in the above 
paragraph.
This amendment, we submit, 
effectively removes the Board of 
Trustees from any requirement 
to act in accord with the wishes of 
the University Senate and by 
extension the wishes of the 
University Committee.
Finally, the original report 
reads, in Para. F. Section I, Page 
I: “Recognizing the competence 
of the Senate in its enumerated 
powers, the Board of Trustees 
accepts the authority of the 
Senate in the above areas.”
The report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee, dated December 5, 
1969 reflects the change 
requested by the Board of
above cited memot’anouim U
Senate, we respectfully submit 
that the Sacred Heart University 
Senate is in no way a governing 
body of the University com­
munity. The Senate is nothing 
more than a recommendation 
committee of a rather grandiose 
proportiMi.
The changes that I have 
mentioned have been preserved 
through all later drafts of the 
University Senate Constitution up 
to, and including, the Draft By- 
Laws of the Sacred Heart 
University Senate, dated April 
1970. We do not dispute the 
legality of these changes. Rather 
we accept the competent counsel, 
as Dr. De Villiers would say, of 
Mr. O’Connell as stated in the 
letter, dated Feburary 24, 1970, 
from Dean Bennett, Dr. Holland 
and Mr. Giaquinto to the Steering 
Committee of the Senate. It 
reads, in part:
“We have further checked with 
Mr. O’Connell, Legal Counselor 
for the University, on the changes 
made by the Board of Trustees. 
Mr. O’Connell said that he went 
over the document and approved 
the changes on the grounds that 
the act of incorporating (Special 
Act. No. 27) clearly places the 
legal responsibility for the 
management of the University in 
the hands of the Board of 
Trustees.”
Obviously, Ladies and Gen­
tlemen, this meeting here today 
is little more than an exercise in 
regard to any legislation that you 
have acted on or will act on.
reads:
“Recognizing the competence 
of the Senate in its enumerated 
powers, the Board of Trustees 
welcomes the recommendations 
of the Senate in the above areas.” 
Ladies and gentlemen of the
University policy, requesting the 
University Senate to act upon 
that desire would simply be the 
act of engaging a middleman, a 
broker if you will.
With due consideration of the 
above cited points, the Student
jKood frienck 
for the fracwre of good order 
the burmngof paper 
instead of cmldren — Dahiel Berrigam
Government of Sacred Heart 
University submits that the time 
has come for a legal re­
examination of the status of the 
University Senate with regard to 
the act of incorporation and that 
The Senate be instituted as the 
Governing Body of Sacred Heart 
University in a manner that is 
congruent with the act of in­
corporation, amended if 
necessary.
At this point, we would like to, 
with your indulgence. Ladies and 
Gentlemen, to turn the question 
of competency of the University 
Senate. According to the Draft 
By-Laws, dated April, 1970, the 
Board of Trustees “recognizes 
the competence of a University 
Senate made up of ad­
ministrators, faculty members, 
and students to enact legislation 
whereby the University is 
Governed in academic matters, 
faculty status, student affairs. 
“President Kidera as the pening 
meeting of the University Senate 
in September of 1971 stated that 
he would abide by the decisions of 
the Senate and plead decisions of 
the Senate to the Board of 
Trustees. Those of you that were,, 
present at that meeting are 
aware that President Kidera 
charged the Senate to help solve 
the problems facing the 
University. Relying on the ac­
ceptance of the Senates com­
petency the President charged 
the Senate to act with dispatch to 
help solve these problems.
It seems absurd, but most 
'nSfcessary ~'to 
remind members' 6t tbe"" 
Senate of the Furor created April 
28, 1971. If you will recall at the 
time the University communUy 
was presented with a fait ac­
compli with regard to the then 
proposed divisional structure of 
the University. Without so much 
as the consulation of the Senate 
the divisional structure was 
instituted at Sacred Heart 
University. Can anyone forget 
the cry that then rose from the 
University Senate. “The spirit of 
the Senate has been violated,” 
the Senators cried. “The law of 
the Senate has been violated,” 
they cried. Then President 
Cbnley promptly halted in­
stitution of the divisional struc­
ture and passed the proposal to 
the Senate for action.
Ladies and Gentlemen, that 
was ten months ago. Where is the 
action that the Senate felt it had 
to take regarding this issue? 
What happened to the proposal?
If this is such a pressing problem 
why has it not been acted upon? 
According to the minutes of the 
Senate, 6th. Session, May 20,1970, 
it was important enough to 
discuss the method for ad­
dressing a member of the Senate, 
yet for some reason it has not 
been important enough to discuss 
and act upon the proposal for 
divisional structure. In the past 
year if the Senate found within its 
realm to deal with the question of 
name calling through a motion 
that was discussed and passed 
then why has it not found within 
its realm to deal with the question 
of divisional structure. Any In­
terested party may see the 
Minutes of of the Senate, 6th 
Session, May 20, 1970, SC No. 1.
We refuse to take the Senates 
valuable time to cite other in­
stances concerning the Associate 
Arts program, the Spanish 
major, the Theology major, and 
even the mtter on the agenda for 
todays meeting. Core Revision. It 
Continued on Page 3
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Letters to the Editor
To the Editor:
At the time of my election to the 
office of President of the Student 
Government, my foremost desire 
was to enhance communication 
within the University community 
and to foster greater par­
ticipation on the part of all 
members of the University 
community in the active progress 
of the University. I never thought 
that my organization would ever 
find it necessary to resort to such 
extreme nietWdS^ that are 
provided foe within the 
framework of the democratic 
process to dramatize a point.
Student Government was fully 
aware at the time that the 
decision was made to withdraw 
its support of the Senate that the 
meeting chosen for the an­
nouncement of this act could 
have been one of the most im­
portant meetings in the history of 
the Senate. We chose this 
meeting specifically because of 
its importance. Who would have 
heard us if we had made this 
announcement at a Senate 
meeting held during the last 
semester? Who would have heard 
us above the roar of the shuf­
fling? At a time when few people 
cared to come to Senate meetings 
at all, who would have heard?
It is our observation that the 
only time that the Senate can 
react is when it is backed against 
the wall. Once again the Senate is 
being forced to act with dispatch 
because it has not sought to do so 
in the past. With this observation 
in mind we acted.
Student Government stated in 
its policy statement delivered to 
the Senate that the Student 
Government will not replace its 
representative to the Senate until 
the question of re-apportionment 
is dealt with. Student Govern­
ment will elect a representative 
(in fact, this will probably have 
been done by the time the letter is 
printed) but will place this 
elected representative under the 
restriction that he or she not be 
present at Senate meetings until 
the question of re-apportionment 
is to be dealt with. As stated in 
our policy statement, when this 
question is to be discussed SG will 
reaffirm its support and respect 
of the Senate and work as 
diligently as is humanly possible 
to strengthen the University 
Senate and make it the active 
body we know that it can be. We 
sholeheartedly believe in the 
concept of the Senate and make
clear that we have no intention of 
destroying the Senate or 
preventing its operation. We 
simply can not participate any 
longer in the actions of the Senate 
as it is now constituted.
I have received criticisms that 
the Student Government has 
acted in a misguided manner that 
can not have a positive effect. We 
reject these criticisms. We fully 
appraised the possible effects of 
our statement and made the 
"decision to deliver the statement. 
We stood by our decision then. We 




“Amerika hates her crazies and 
you got to let go, you know!”
Paul Kantner
One thing we don’t need is a wise 
ass S. G. President.
The Editors
To the Editor:
It seems to me that many of the 
students in this school are 
making generalizations about the 
Senate. First of all, the whole 
process of analyzing is not a 
waste of time, as some students 
think it is. A comma in a sentence 
may make a difference, and 
grammatical corrections are 
even more important. That is just 
a small point, but nevertheless it 
should be mentioned.
Discussing and givim different 
points of view on the business at 
hand is also certainly not a waste 
of time. You cannot pass any type 
of proposal without looking into 
it. Of course, all of this takes 
time, and the formation of 
committees and subcommittees 
is partially to take care of these
details. Once it leaves the 
committee ft goes on to the 
Senate for criticism and vote.
Another point that should be 
mentioned is the fact that ex­
perience speaks for itself. It is 
true that the Senate may make 
mistakes, but who doesn’t? I 
respect the Senators. I believe 
that we could learn from them. 
Perhaps if we spent less time 
criticizing and actually sat down 
and listened for a change, we 
may see how much responsibility 
goes into the position of being a 
Senator. The student Senators 
should be able to speak out on 
this. I have personally spoken to 
a few of them, and they agree 
that much work does go into the 
Senate.
I really would like to see how 
the students would solve the 
problems of this school if we had 
no type of governing body; I’m 
sure we would have ended up in 
the cemetery. Who has been 
doing all the work so far?—the 
Senate, because other members 
of SHU for whatever reasons, are 
not able to. I’m not talking about 
the small group of people that 
really care.
Usually when we have 
something we want something 
else. We are never satisfied. That 
is the case in SHU. At first, SHU 
didn’t have a Senate, now it does, 
and it has done something for this 
school. At least it has done more 
than what the passive majority 
has done. Don’t criticize if you 
are not ready to prove yourselves 
and to act upon that proof.
Good Luck Students!!!
JMD
At least someone has an 
opinion!!
The Editors
"We the following student senators...
Justify our walkout on the University Senate today because we find it 
an over proportioned body that does not equaliy represent all three 
factions of the university - we do not believe the Senate is useless. 
However to make it more effective and viable we will return only when 
we can reapportion it to; 5 students, 5 faculty, 3 administrators
From The Editors
It is our opinion that the move by the Student Government to 
disassociate themselves with the Senate, until such time as the 
Senate re-apportions itself, was both necessary and important. 
The Senate, in theory can be, and should be, the most forceful 
and viable organization on campus. The Senate should, if its 
existance is to be justified, be the sole authority in establishing 
and institutionalizing academic policies, (ie. core requirements 
department structure, degree requirements etc.) We feel the 
people most competent in these areas are the faculty, students 
and administration. To leave the forming of academic policy in 
the hands of the businessmen of the Board of Trustees is as 
insane of an idea as leaving financial matters in the hands of the 
Senate. This brings us back to the purpose of the Senate, and 
the original idea it was founded on. We ask the members of the 
Senate to look at themselves and really ask themselves what 
they’re doing. Under your present structure, what can you do? 
This question was put forth by Senator Kolinofsky on April 28th 
when he asked, “What, if anything, can we (senators) do if the 
Board of Trustees refuses to listen to us?” There was no answer, 
there can’t be. Just because the idea of the Senate is a good one 
does not mean that the Senate with its present structure is 
workable. Ideas don’t make policy.
At this time, we would like to state that we are not against the 
Senate. We want the Senate; with stipulation. WE WANT A 
POWERFUL SENATE. WE WANT A MEANINGFUL 
SENATE. WE WANT A DAMN GOOD SENATE. If the 
criticism of the Student Government is taken to heart and 
considered carefully, rather than rejected, out of pride, the 
above three desires will be met.
Again we point out, as in our last editorial, that we cannot 
answer these questions for you, nor do we intend to. It is your 
Senate and your school. For GOD’S sake Do Something—
Peace 
Deli and Mark
At one time I had read quite frequently that “man will always 
stand up for his rights, regardless of what or how many forces 
stand in his way” and at one time I actually believed it. Yes, for 
some reason I believed that the students of our glorious in­
situation would stand up for their rights. Yet, there have 
been open senate meetings on the topic of changing the core 
program for this school. A change which would have meant a 
great deal to both school and students alike. Yet at the first 
meeting a mere twenty five students showed and at the second I 
doubt if there were many more, which evidently proves that 
people could no longer even care about their own ftatttres.
Seeing such astonishing turnouts for such important 
meetings, brings back to my mind a statement voiced, some 
years ago, by a then well respected author and relative of mine, 
Evelyn Waugh, when he said, “man wishes for everything and 
desires change immediately, yet ask him for more than his voice 
and he’ll allow the mountains of the world to fall upon him, and 
still he’ll move not an inch.” A rather honest direct statement 
and one that now has me wondering if perhaps the other 
students around here have not also seen it and decided to go 
along with it, rather than make him out of a fool.
The the last issue of our paper Mr. Ralph Corrigan made a 
statement about the new breed of students at Sacred Heart 
University, the interested devoted student, who will move for 
changes and make something of this school. Being somewhat on 
friendly terms with Ralph, I hope that he’ll let me in on their 
secret identites, for as of yet, I have seen very few of them. 
What I have seen is alot of students sitting about the cafe 
drinking coffee and blowing their minds to the Jackson Five, 
while humming their national anthum, “AINT IT FUN TO BE 
AN IDIOT". Alot of girls, at least I think thats what they are, 
running madly about with their golden lunch pails, pledging 
sororities, in hope, like the scarecrow in the Wizard of OZ, of 
gaining some brains through it. Of course we can’t forget the 
guys pledging frats and following the Lion, looking for some 
courage, while bowing to their leaders and idol. Tiny Tim.
So if you’ll give me a hand Ralph, maybe we can dig them out 
of the hole they’ve been in for the past twenty years, and if we’re 
really lucky, perhaps like the Volkswagon in the Commercial, 
they’ll still function.
Of course I only thought students, individuals, intelligent 
creatures, HAI, would be deeply concerned with items that will 
not only affect them tomorrow, but will still do so years from 
now, so I shouldn’t be too disappointed that the thought, when 
brought into being, shown not true or bright.
At this point I should no longer be allowing myself to become 
so emotionaly disturbed when students continue to fail 
themselves, but then I guess I’m just another one of those fools 
that thinks that people are important and that there is some 
worth in them, even if they amount to something no more useful 
than fresh, fly covered, garbage. For at this point the children in 
our basement nursery could probably do more for the school, 
and why not seeing as they surely hold much more intelligence, 
common sense, ambition and drive in their tiny heads then even 
the combined force of our present student body. But then what 
does one expect from people who sit upon their thinking 
facilities. continued on page 3
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1. The above core curriculum 
will be required of all bac­
calaureate students. Disciplines 
elected must exclude the students 
major discipline.
2. A student major discipline will 
consist of not less than thirty (30) 
nor more than fifty one (51) 
credit hours in the discipline.
3. 120 credit hours are required 
for graduation.
Extra! Extra!
Continued from Page 1
is indeed discouraging to 
examine the minutes of the 
Senate. One finds instances of 
incrediable delay. I refer you to 
the Minutes of the University 
Senate, 7th session, March 24, 
1971:
“Senator Mikolic moved that 
the University Senate convene as 
a committee of the whole to 
continue its consideration of the 
University Senate Draft By- 
Laws.”
It hardly seems necessary to 
point out that the Senate had 
taken 18 months and had not yet 
passsedifsown By-Laws. As of yet, 
the Minutes of the University 
Senate do not reflect operation 
under the By-Laws.
You will notice that I have 
made no mention of the problems 
facing the University that the 
Senate has not even begun to deal 
with. One wonders just how long 
it will take for the University 
Senate to act upon the admissions 
procedures of the University that 
cire in dire need of review, to cite 
just one problem.
In short Ladies and Gentlemen, 
it is the observation of the 
Student Government and many 
members of the Student Body, as 
evidence by a rather short lived 
petition of two weeks ago stated 
the actions of the Senate null and 
void, that the Sacred Heart 
University Senate is grossly 
inefficient and dangerously so. At 
a previous meeting of the Senate 
the question was raised that the 
expansion of the AA program 
might endanger the image of the 
University. A proper question, we 
feel. But one we feel that should 
lead people to examine the effect 
of the acts of the Senate.
No one single act of the 
University Senate, we feel, can 
appreciably damage the image of 
the University. However, a long 
series of acts and deliberations 
and delays can irrepably damage 
the University in more than its 
image.
Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
Senate, there is no need for the 
Senate to spend hours on the 
proper punctuation of a single 
sentence or to spend valuable 
time on the use of the phrase 
“Associate in Arts” versus the 
phrase of “Associate of Arts.”
The Student Government feels 
that this gross inefficiency of the 
Senate is due solely to inability or 
unwillingness of so large a body 
to react with dispatch to the 
problems at hand. Student 
Government certainly does not 
question the sincerity or ability of 
any Senator individually. We
Area III













4. Half of the credit hours in a 
students major discipline must 
be completed at Sacred Heart 
University.
5. One year in residence (a 
minimum of 30 credit hours) 
must be taken at Sacred Heart 
University.
6. The effective date of this 
proposal will be September 1, 
1972.
merely state that the University 
Senate, in it present form, wift 
its members acting in consort, 
has not been able to carry out the 
charge it has been given. With 
this foremost in our minds, we 
submit that the Senate im­
mediately restructure itself on 
the basis of 3 administrators, 5 
faculty members and 5 students. 
We fully recognize that this plan, 
(or any other like it) will 
drastically lower the propor­
tional representation of the three 
sections of the University but 
after careful examination of the 
Senate in it present form, we feel 
that there is no possible 
justification for less than one 
hundred faculty members to be 
represented by 20 emissaries or 
for 1200 students to be 
represented by 10. To be sure, we 
will glady sacrifice a part of our 
representation for greater ef­
ficiency. Less representation in a 
body that can act is certainly de- 
sireably to greater represen­
tation in a body that can not act. 
At such time when this step is 
taken. Student Government pled­
ges to reaffirm its support and 
respects of the University Senate.
Lynn O’Donnell 
Tom R. Elliott 
Larry Jacobellis 
G. Meyer 
Regina C. Tarinilli 
AnnMarie Super 
Paul Dubinsky 
Donald P. Memek Jr.










Continued from Page 2
Of course this is not to say that 
all the students are mindless, 
thumb sucking, foot in mouth 
characters, for personally I know 
of dozen who give a damn and 
with a little exageration the 
number may even reach two 
dozen. We, the ccmcerned 
students of this morgue, have 
battered our heads against the 
wall long enough for you lame, 
stiffs so I now charge the few 
interested students with working 
toward their own goals and to say 
the hell with working for the 
others. For I can find no 
justification in those devoted 
students to continue killing 
themselves for creatures who 
couldn’t care about anything but
Minority Proposal
To: Steering Committee of
University Senate 
From: S. Bennett
Subject: Minority Report on 
proposed curriculum revision 
from members of the Academic 
Affairs Committee
Please place this report and 
proposal before the University 
Senate
There is a great deal to be said 
for a core curriculum organized 
in areas from which the student 
makes selection of his courses. I 
am not philosophically opposed to 
such an approach nor do I think 
the problems it poses would 
present any insurmountable 
adm in istra tive d ifficulties. 
However, for a variety of 
reasons, I do not think the area 
approach is the best curricular 
revision we can make at Sacred 
Heart University. I am, 
therefore, filing this minority 
report to make my views known. 
My motive is not to speak against 
an area approach, though some 
of that will be inevitable, but 
rather to present a revision of our 
present curriculum that seems to 
me preferable and which will 
result in fewer regrets once a 
change is put into effect.
To begin with, the need for 
curricular revision seems patent, 
inevitable and even necessary. I 
have not heard anyone lately 
defend the status quo in this 
matter. There seems to be 
general agreement that our 
present core curriculum is too 
rigid for today’s emancipated 
students. This is where we start  ̂
with the need for a less confining 
curricular structure, the need for 
more self-determination by 
students in the courses they 
choose and which, taken 
together, make up their college 
career. This need is a reflection 
of recent changes that have taken 
place in society a.t large, e.g., we
recently passed legislation giving 
18-year olds the right to vote. The 
majority of us recognize that 
unrest among the young called 
for some redress which would 
take accoimt of the increased 
maturity and sophistication 
displayed by the student-age 
generation. Sacred Heart is 
ready and, almost to a man, 
willing to make some liberating 
change, but alas, the recent 
tedious hours debating the 
matter would appear to dictate 
that we are not able.
So this is our problem: we have 
a highly structured curriculum in 
a time when less structure is 
mandatory if we wish to continue 
to attract and retain students. We 
cannot eliminate structure en­
tirely—though I have heard such 
an approach argued for—because 
non-structure would be well 
beyond our limited finances, of 
doubtful value to our students, 
and might turn us into a diploma- 
mill overnight. Hardly anyone 
seems to prefer this approach, 
probably for the analogous 
reason that no one seriously 
argues for extending the suffrage 
to 8-year olds, or infants. Non­
structure is one of our logical 
extremes, the other is complete 
structure. We are nearer the 
latter extreme and must shift 
somewhat toward the former and 
so our fundamental question 
becomes, how far can we go?
My answer is different from 
any that have so far been given. I 
would, in fact, describe it as 
innovative, borrowing one of the 
planks from the platform of the 
founding fathers of Sacred Heart 
Univecsity, At any rate, I haven’t 
yet seen it tried elsewhere. My 
proposal is to go part way by 
reducing the required core where 
possible, but to go all the way for 
those who can handle it. ’Handle 
it’ is deliberately vague because 
what is needed is a term that will 
take account of such diverse 
characteristics as responsibility.
Below is the normal program of 
studies for Sacred Heart 
University students; however, 
the University subscribes to the 
view that an individual student is 
more important than a 
curriculum. If a student wishes to 
appeal for a different program he 
can do so. He must submit his 
proposal, with reasons to the 
Dean of the College and be 
prepared to defend his reasons to 
a Committee of the Dean and four 
faculty members, only one of 
whom may be of his own choice. 
Core
Communication Arts (Retoric, 
but with approval of English 
Department, student may sub­
stitute Journalism, Speech, 
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Additional Reguirements
An i n t e r m e d i a t e - l e v e l  
proficiency in a language other 
than English is required for all 
majors except for those students 
who may wish to offer a 12- 
semester hour concentration 
outside their major. This sub­
stitution is made by the Dean 
with the concurrence of two 
Professors. Normally, the sub­
stitution will be allowed for those 
students whose career objectives 
are such that a slight mastery of 
another language would be of 
little value. Students who wish to 
go on to graduate school should 
not avail themselves of this 
provision .
Prescribed support courses for 
major 18
Major 30
Electives (at least 12 outside 
major) 24
120
whether or not their bottle is 
ready on time and the milk just 
warm enough.
Further I ask the senate to drop 
(K-oceedings on the core revision, 
for they probably will anyway, 
and instead set up a means by 
which students who can show 
ajust cause why, can receive 
special consideration on the core 
program, as it stands now. After 
all, regardless of what you do, 90 
per cent of the student body will 
never know of it anyway.
In closing I would merely like 
to thank the student body for
their su^iort at this time and 
say—“Don’t give up hope.” 
After all it has been said that if 
six monkeys were put in a room 
with typewriters for a hundred 
years, they could write the works 
of Shakespear and thats not that 
shu students, under the same 
circumstances, could learn the 
workings of a typewriter in that 
short amount of time. But don’t 
give up the ship and remember if 
you continue along as you are, 
you will one day have the 
qualifications of becoming 
faculty senate members and
maturity, intelligence, diligence, 
penchant, even certain physical 
limitations. What I am proposing 
involves a slightly reduced core, 
combined with a procedure by 
which a student can write his own 
ticket if he can justify his 
departure from the prescribed 
curriculum.
The freedom to do as one 
chooses must be accompanied by 
a show of responsibility if it is not 
to be merely taking liberties, or 
even license. The show of 
responsibility appears at that 
point when the student argues his 
case, presents his ideas and 
backs them up up with 
reasonable projections about how 
this or that will be better in the 
long run for him We have the 
incidental satisfaction of treating 
him as an individual.
Enough of the high-falutin, let 
us turn to the specific of Sacred 
Heart University’s own delibera­
tions about how best to liberate 
our curriculum.
It seems to me, my proposal is 
better for us than the area ap­
proach because we in a sense 
have our cake and eat it too. We 
don’t make a wrenching change 
that will cost us money when 
times are already hard and yet 
we provide the mechanism for 
more freedom of choice than any 
area approach can offer. In fact, 
for those who want it and can 
benefit by it, the area approach is 
a possible option within the 
system I am proposing.
Another option, which should be 
instituted along with this 
proposal, is the emphasis on exit 
examinations and advanced- 
placement examinations through 
the College Level Examination 
Placement program.
In outline, I can see the 
following advantages from the 
approach I am suggesting.
1. It is a true compromise, not 
a cop-out. It reduces the rigidity 
of the structure somewhat for all, 
and for mature students makes 
anything possible.
2. It places an added 
responsibility on students who 
wish to kick over the traces and 
plan their own curriculum.
3. It permits night students 
and, to a lesser extent. Business 
Administration students to by­
pass the foreign language 
requirement by substitution of 
another discipline.
4. It will at least discourage the 
mass shift from Liberal Arts to 
Business which has been an­
ticipated in an area approach.
5. It does not do violence to any 
particular department which 
might necessitate reduction of 
faculty or elimination of 
departments.
6. It gives the Registrar a 
fighting chance to do the ad­
vanced planning of schedules 
which has saved money. In our 
present financial situation, we 
should continue to make every 
effort to conserve our resources.
7. It treats students as 
responsible human beings and as 
individuals of different 
capacities.
8. It is innovative while at the 
same time it will provide an 
invaluable record which can then 
be used for future adjustments 
over the next several years.
Respectfully submitted, 
Stephen J. Bennett
(hose carry on the glorious 
tradition, of doing nothing, within 
this school. A tradition we should 
be proud of.
In Loving Memory of Our Stiffs 
Ean Waugh
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Czemota named to 
All American Team
Ed Czemota recently was 
selected 1971-72 College Division 
first team All-American by the 
National Association of 
Basketball Coaches (NABC).
The announcement was made 
by Ted Emery, Public Relations 
Director of the coaches’ 
association and places Czemota 
among the nation’s top players.
The first team was also made 
up of Kentucky State’s Travis 
“The Machine” Grant, college 
basketball’s all-time scoring 
leader; Dave Twarzik of Old 
Dominion (Va); George Gervin 
of Eastern Michigan, and Mike 
Ratliff of Wisconsin State, Eau 
Claire.
Czemota had also been an eight 
time weekly pick on the 
E.C.A.C’s All-East Division II 
team this season and has been a 
figure in Sacred Heart’s 
emergence on the regional cage 
scene. He has been ranked in the 
top ten in the NCAA College 
Division in both scoring and field 
goal percentage in leading the 
Pioneers to the North-East 
Collegiate Championship.
During the regular season. Big
Ed poured in 876 points for a 33.7 
per game mark. Ed went over the 
30 point barriers in 21 games and 
scored more than 40 points in six 
games. His 44-point performance 
against UB on February 26 led 
SHU to a 87-84 decision to capture 
the league crown. In a 111-96 
victory over Tufts, he dropped in 
a single game record 49 points, 
while pulling down 28 rebounds.
Czemota grabbed over 1,300 
career rebounds, while boasting 
a seasonal average of 18.1 per 
game and fouled out in only one 
contest. In a game against Jersey 
City, his 37 point effort enabled 
him to become one of only a few 
collegiate scorers to reach the 
2,000 point mark in just three 
varsity seasons.
Ed’s 63.6 shooting percentage 
(353 hoops in 555 attempts) ranks 
him eighth nationally, with his 
best game being against 
Wesleyan as he shot 16-of-19 from 
the floor. His lofty scoring 
average ranked him third.
The one-time Kolbe eager 
scored 2,049 points for a 24.9 
career average, 18.1 points per 
game as a Sophomore and 23.1 as 
a Junior.
Bentley Tops SHU in 
Regional Game 96-79
Bentley College displayed a 
balanced scoring attack as they 
whipped the Pioneers of Sacred 
Heart for the second time this 
season, 96-79 in the first round of 
the NCAA New England Regional 
College Division Tournament at 
Assumption College. In the 
second game, the University of 
Bridgeport lost to Assumption 
112-82.
Senior Bob Gers battled 
gamely for the struggling 
Pioneers as he dropped in 34 
points and collected 11 rebounds. 
SHU was bogged down due to the 
sub-par performance of recently 
selected All-American Ed 
Czemota. The 6-8 Center was held 
well in check by Bentley’s Scott 
Conrad and finished with only 12 
points, scoring on five of 24 field 
goal attempts.
Bentley, ranked sixth among 
the nation’s small colleges in the 
United Press International poll, 
was paced by Bert Hammel who
scored 21 of his 23 points in the 
last half. A1 GfenfeyantfaBMIBt 
scored 18 points each and Brian 
Hammel added 16.
Sacred Heart held a slim 33-32 
advantage with three minutes 
left in the first half before the 
Falcons went on a 11-2 spurt to 
lead at intermission 43-35 and 
never trailed thereafter.
Bentley upped the margin to 71- 
51 midway through the second 
half, but the Pioneers kept 
chopping it away. Coach Feeley 
then inserted guards Bill 
Cespedes and Dan Teel and 
switched to a pressing defense 
and cut the lead down to 12. 
However, without Czernota’s 
scoring, the offense was bogged 
down considerably and the 
Pioneers were unable to keep 
pace with Bentley.
Sacred Heart managed only 35 
per cent of their shots from the 
floor, while Bentley shot at a 44 
per cent clip.
Tournament Thoughts
Dreams of Evansville danced 
in our heads. The Bentley falcon 
must have been thinking the 
same thing. Someone yelled: 
“Give him some bird seed!” The 
lead changed hands throughout 
the first half. I’ve never seen a 
closer or more excited group of 
Sacred Heart students. Someone 
was so carried away the seeds he 
was throwing landed on the court, 
holding up the game.
It really didn’t matter. We 
were playing Bentley on even 
terms, and our section was 
rearing for the lead. Then it 
happened—with the score tied 
and three minutes left in the 
half—a brief but swift spurt sent 
Bentley into the locker room with 
an 8 point lead.
Suddenly the Pioneers found 
themselves forced to play catch 
up ball. They fought back in the 
second half, cutting the deficit to 
five, but without Big Ed’s hot 
hand it was as good as ever.
The excitement turned to 
gloom when Sacred Heart fell 
behind by more than twenty. 
Hope returned momentarily 
when the gap was closed to 12 
with seven minutes left, but 
another Bentley spurt sealed our 
fate.
The chant from the Bentley 
fans of “We’re No. 1” stung in our 
ears. At this, the Assumption 
crowd jumped up and started 
their own No. 1 chant. Almost in 
desperation, our fans pointed 
toward Assumption’s section, 
showing the Bentley fans that 
they were wrong.
'The disappointment among the 
Sacred Heart fans was evident. 
We could have done better, much 
better. Anyway, Assumption is 
once again New England’s 
champion, and it is no wonder. 
They take basketball seriously, 
and their healthy athletic budget, 
unlike Sacred Hearts’ shows it.
Store Wide Sale
MARCH 20 TO 24
30%
BBBP' on
All Hardbound and Paperback Books* 










Open Daily 8:30 a.m.-4:45 p.m.
Tues. and Wed. evenings 5:30 p.m.-8:30 p.m. 
*Text books not included
